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Dear Sir: 

Ftifther to the Examiner's Answer dated October 15, 2010, in coniieetion with tlie 

above-identified application on appeal the Appellant respectfvtUy submits this Reply Brief on 
Appeal. Please charge any fees or credit aiiy overpayraents that may be due wtii this Brief to 
Deposit Account No. 17-0026. 
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REMARKS 

The Exammei s Answc; i^rc^i'^ tti expound upon the F:,xaminer's prior position in 
both the Grounds, ol Reje».lion %et,tion (9) which adds details to the rejections beyond tliose 
presented m the Fmal Office Action, and tiie ''Response to Argumenf' section (10). 
Nevertheless, the rejections essential!}' maintain the same erroneous and unreasonable 
irtctpiouUons underl>ing the Hxaminer's previous arguments, and Appellaiit maintairts the 
po'?itK>ns dotjilcvi in iho \uls "^^ 2o)() \ppeal Brief, However, because the Examiner has 
atterepied H) ic<^d<\ hii pnot position in several ambiguous and potentially misleading 
statements. Appellant has been compelled to submit tliis Reply Brief and clarity such 
statements. 

lot example, on page 22 of the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner states that 
'Kantcrakts was combmed to mrtlier detail that the remote/mobile station selected the length of 
the access slots from the available aecess slots h^ed on the amount of data that the mobile 
needed to transmit; m otlier word, the mobile would need to adjust its selection of access slots 
m \a nable length based on its nccticd ol bandwidth for transmitting its data size" (emphasis 
added) 1 0 be cleat kantcrakis teaches onh that "[t]he length of the access burst is variable 
and the icngth of the access bmst is allovsed to vary from a .few access slots to many frame 
durations " Kamerahi,, col 7. hnes 32-35 The Board Should not be iili$led into thinking that 
the length of the access slots themselves is variable, which is simply erroneous. The access 
Pin St IS ed to \ an because it <.ontams a variable numbef of access Slots, but the length of 
each ton^tuiient aL.<.ess sloi itseit is ii\cd 

llius, it is more correctly stated that Kanterakis teaches selecting how many of the 
predefined access slots to use for a given transmission burst Again, however, simply albwini 
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the Hiimber of conirtit ttent access s^^ to vary tor different bursts clearly does not change the 
definition of Qie allowed access slots advertised bv the base statio.n. Even under the 
Examiner's proposed combination, die base station in Papovic vvouid still broadcast the same 
"[iJnfGmiation on what access slots are available in the current ceil,'' and this information 
would still be fixed, in contrast to tlie d>'namicailv adjustable parameter claimed. 

For at least snch reasons, and as explained in more detail in the July 23, 2010* Appeal 
Brief, the particuiax- inferences drawn by the Examiner and raised on appea! are unreasonable, 
unwarranted, and in direct conflict with both the claims and the references relied upon. Because 
the flmdamental issues remain unchanged, Appellant will respectfully forgo any further 
discussion here, and siniply directs the Board to the July 23, 2010, Appeal Brief for a more 
detailed discussion of Papovic and fCantez-akis^ the claims, and the im|>roper na:ture of the 
Examiner's rejections. 

CONCLUSION 

Appellant respectfully maintains that claims 36-40, 42, 48, 53, 55-57, 59-62, 64-66, 74, 
75, and 81-94 are patentable over the applied art and that all of the rejections and objections of 
record should be reversed. 
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If hecessarv'', the Conxtmssioner is liereby aiifeoriziKi in this, concurrent, and Mure 
replies to charge payment or credit any overpa>Tiient to Deposit Account No, 17-0026 for any 
additional fees required under 37 C.F.R, § 1,16 or 1.17, particularly extension of titne fees. 



Qli,A l.COMM Incorporated 

Attn ; Paten t .Department 

5775 Morelioiise Drive 

San Diego, Califbmia 92121-1714 

TelepJiGne: (858) 658-5928 

Facsimile: (858) 658-2502 





Donald C. Kordich, Reg. No. 38,21 3 
(858) 658-5928 
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